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DETAILED ACTION 



1. Claims 1-17 are pending in the following action. 



Response to Arguments 



2. Applicant's request for reconsideration of the finality of the rejection of the last 
Office action is persuasive and, therefore, the finality of that action is withdrawn. 

3. Applicant's arguments filed 8 February 2008 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. Regarding the arguments dealing with the rejections under 35 USC 
112, the examiner maintains that it is not clear in the claims how the components 
described as such are "configured to" perform their respective functions, and as such, 
the claims are considered indefinite. 

4. In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the 
references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by 
combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention 
where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the 
references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in 
the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071 , 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) and In re 
Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, the motivation to 
combine is found in Column 1 , Line 38 - Column 2, Line 2 of Durham. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

5. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

6. Claims 1-16 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

7. Claims 1-3, 6, 8-10, 13-14, 16 contain the phrase "configured to". It is not clear 
in the claims how the components described as such are "configured to" perform their 
respective functions, and as such, the claims are considered indefinite. 

8. Claims 2-1 6 also inherit the indefiniteness from Claim 1 and any other claims 
listed above from which they depend. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

10. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
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were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

11. Claims 1-4, 8-9, 14, and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 5,392,423 ("Yetter") in view of U.S. Patent No. 
5,964,866 ("Durham" et al.). 

12. As for Claim 1 , Yetter teaches a device (Figure 8) for transferring data between 
clocked devices (Figure 8, Items 802 and 804) having different frequencies comprising 
a mousetrap buffer (Figure 8, Item 814) for exchanging data with one of the clocked 
devices using an output for coordinating the data exchange. Yetter does not teach the 
use of a synchronization unit. However, Durham teaches a pipeline synchronization 
device for exchanging data having a signaling output (Figure 2, Item 74) for coordinating 
the data exchange with a clocked device, and a synchronizer (Figure 2, Item 76) 
adapted to synchronize the change in the signaling output with the clock of the external 
device (Figure 6, SYNC_DATA_ENB). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to have used the synchronization unit of 
Durham in the system of Yetter in order to better regulate the transfer of data by 
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coordinating the data exchange with a common clock (Durham: Column 1, Line 38 - 
Column 2, Line 2). 

1 3. As for Claims 2-3 and 8, Durham further teaches that the signaling output is 
synchronized after a delay based on a transition of a clock signal (Figure 6). 

14. As for Claim 4, Durham further teaches that the synchronizer comprises a latch 
(Figure 6, Items 88 and 90) having a synchronizing input (Figure 6, REQUEST), a 
synchronizing output (Figure 6, SYNC_DATA_ENB), and control inputs for enabling the 
output (Figure 6, CLK, PH1, and PH2). 

1 5. As for Claim 9, Yetter further teaches the use of multiple mousetrap buffers with 
alternating clocks (Figure 8). 

16. As for Claim 14, Durham further teaches that the latch is adapted to transfer data 
to an external device and that latch has a way to signal a request for sending the data 
(Column 4, Line 63 - Column 5, Line 15). 

17. Claim 17 is drawn to a method of using the device of Claim 1 and as such is 
rejected on the same grounds. 

18. Claims 5, 10-13, 15, and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Yetter and Durham as applied to claims 1-4, 8-9, 14, and 17 above, 
and further in view of MOUSETRAP: Ultra-High-Speed Transition-Signaling 
Asynchronous Pipelines ("Singh" et al.). 
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1 9. As for Claim 5, Yetter and Durham teach all of the limitations inherited from 
Claim 4, but do not teach that the mousetrap logic comprises an XNOR gate. However, 
Singh teaches that the mousetrap logic comprises an XNOR gate with the inputs 
attached to the input and the output of a latch and that the logic comprises a delay 
circuit between the data latches (Figure 2). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have used mousetrap logic of 
Singh given the lack of specific teaching in Yetter and Durham. 

20. As for Claim 1 0-1 2, Yetter and Durham teach all of the limitations inherited from 
Claim 8, but do not teach that the mousetrap logic comprises an XNOR gate. However, 
Singh teaches that the mousetrap logic comprises an XNOR gate with the inputs 
attached to the input and the output of a latch and that the logic comprises a delay 
circuit between the data latches (Figure 2). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have used mousetrap logic of 
Singh given the lack of specific teaching in Yetter and Durham. 

21 . As for Claim 1 3, Yetter and Durham teach all of the limitations inherited from 
Claim 4, but do not teach that the latch utilizes an acknowledge signal. However, Singh 
teaches that the latch (mousetrap) receives data and also sends an acknowledge signal 
back to the sender (Figure 2). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to have used mousetrap logic of Singh given the lack of 
specific teaching in Yetter and Durham. 

22. As for Claim 15, Yetter and Durham teach all of the limitations inherited from 
Claim 4, but do not teach that the mousetrap logic comprises an XNOR gate. However, 
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Singh teaches that the mousetrap logic comprises an XNOR gate with the inputs 
attached to the input (request) and the output (acknowledge) of a latch and that the 
logic comprises a delay circuit between the data latches based on a clock signal (Figure 
2). 

23. As for Claim 1 6, Durham further teaches that the signaling output is synchronized 
after a delay based on a transition of a clock signal (Figure 6). 



Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to JEREMY S. CERULLO whose telephone number is 
(571 )272-3634. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Thursday, 8:00- 
4:00; Alternate Fridays. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Mark Rinehart can be reached on (571) 272-3632. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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